Wisconsin's Strategy for Wildlife Species of Greatest Conservation Need

33 Natural Communities Associated with Vertebrate Species of Greatest Conservation Need:
Opportunities, Threats, and Conservation Actions

The following sections include a discussion of natural community types and the vertebrate Species of
Greatest Conservation Need that use them. Many vertebrate Species of Greatest Conservation Need are
declining because their habitat has become degraded and/or limited. Assessment and management of
Species of Greatest Conservation Need within natural community types is the most effective way to
sustain those that are declining because of habitat limitations. Other “non-habitat” causes for population
declines (e.g., genetics, contaminants, small population size, etc.) are discussed in Section 3.1.1in
relation to species-specific threats and conservation actions.

Conservation planning for vertebrates can be done at the habitat, landscape, and ecoregional scales.
Planning at these scales, however, lacks relevance for most invertebrates, which often have specific
microhabitat requirements that cannot be addressed adequately at these broader scales. Consequently,
readers will not find invertebrates discussed in the following sections. Information related to invertebrate
Species of Greatest Conservation Need can be found in Chapter 4.0.

The natural community section provides the following information:
- A description of each natural community type.
A discussion of the vertebrate Species of Greatest Conservation Need associated with each natural
community type and the Ecological Landscapes in which they occur.
Identification of statewide threats and issues, and priority conservation actions for each natural
community type.
Discussion of additional considerations for natural community types within Ecological Landscapes
that represent amajor or important opportunity for that community type.

The Department’ s Ecosystem Management Planning Team authored the material on natural communities
presented within this section. Additiona details about natural communities, Ecological Landscapes, and
ecological management opportunities can be found in the Department’s “ Ecological Landscapes of
Wisconsin Handbook” and/or at http://dnr.wi.gov/landscapes.

Generally, the natural communities included in Wisconsin's Strategy for Wildlife Species of Greatest
Conservation Need follow the Wisconsin Natural Heritage Inventory (NHI) classification system. The
NHI system was used for this analysis because it is part of a standardized national system for describing
vegetative communities, and has been used to inventory natural communitiesin the state. The NHI
classification system identifies 71 natural communities in Wisconsin. To simplify our analyses, some
natural community types from the NHI list were combined during development of this plan. In addition,
eight aquatic natural community types were identified and described by John Lyons, WDNR Research
Scientist, for use in the plan. A total of 66 natural community types or combined natural community
types are addressed in the subsequent sections. The following changes were made from the NHI working
list pr@ented by Epstein et d. (2002):

Northern mesic forest includes mesic cedar forest and mesic floodplain terrace

Northern wet forest includes black spruce swamp and tamarack swamp.

Tamarack fen was renamed southern tamarack swvamp.

Forested seep is arecently described type that occursin small patches across parts of the

Wisconsin landscape and it was not included in the analyses.

Open bog includes muskeg and poor fen.

Patterned peatland was eiminated because it rarely occurs in Wisconsin and represents a

complex of severa distinct community types.
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All grassand types that are wet (sedge meadow, wet prairie, cal careousfen) are listed
under wetlands.

Sand prairie includes sand barrens.

Coldwater streams, coolwater streams, impoundments/reservoirs, inland lakes, Lake

Michigan, Lake Superior, warmwater rivers, and warmwater streams were included in
the Aquatic Group.

The major statewide natural community groupings (e.g., northern forest, southern forest, oak savanna,
etc.) used in this plan follow the format presented in the Biodiversity Report (Addis et al. 1995). An
introduction to each community group and individual natural community is presented in the following
sections. Table 3-41 provides a complete list of the natural communities evaluated in the devel opment of
Wisconsin's Strategy for Wildlife Species of Greatest Conservation Need.

Table 3-42 and 3-43 provide summaries of the number of vertebrate Species of Greatest Conservation
Need associated with each natural community group and each natural community, respectively. In
addition, Table 3-43 includes information regarding community rarity, as determined by the Wisconsin
Natural Heritage Inventory Program. The information presented in these tables should be interpreted
carefully. The number of vertebrate Species of Greatest Conservation Need aone should not be a
determinant of “priority” for action. For example, some communities, such as moist cliff, have no
vertebrate Species of Greatest Conservation Need, but are critical habitat for some invertebrate Species of
Greatest Conservation Need, such as land snails.

CAVEAT 1: Potential conflicts when managing for multiple
species and habitats

Managing landscapes for multiple habitats and/or to meet the needs of multiple species can be
difficult. For example, how can a prairie be burned to promote habitat for Species of Greatest
Conservation Need when the fire itself could kill some of the very wildlife it aims to protect? In this
situation, timing the burn to optimize the desired effects of the fire (killing invasives, releasing
nutrients) while minimizing the impacts to wildlife, either because they are inactive (hibernating) or
have completed their life cycle or breeding season, may be the compromise that is needed.

This is just one example where knowledge of the species life history as well as the life histories of
those elements that threaten the Species of Greatest Conservation Need (e.g., invasive plants)
can bring about a creative management solution. Other scenarios may involve the conflicting
needs of one species against another, or compromising the overall quality or longevity of a
community by focusing only on the rare wildlife species that need that habitat to survive. In some
cases, prioritizing Species of Greatest Conservation Need or focusing on the long-term good of
the community, which will ultimately benefit species, is the only way to reconcile these conflicts.

Ultimately, our goal is to establish sustainable ecosystems that maintain ecological composition
(the plants and animals found there), structure (how a community is “organized,” both vertically
and horizontally; e.g., tree heights and spacing), and function (the cycles and processes that
maintain a system). Sustainable systems also maintain genetic, species, community, and
landscape diversity. If land is managed toward these goals, then the rare and declining species, if
they occur in any manageable numbers, should flourish.
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Table3-41. Natural communities evaluated in the development of Wisconsin’s Strategy for
Wildlife Species of Greatest Conservation Need.

Aquatic Group
Coldwater Streams
Coolwater Streams
Impoundments/Reservoirs
Inland Lakes

Lake Michigan

Lake Superior

Warmwater Rivers
Warmwater Streams

Barrens Group
Great Lakes Barrens
Oak Barrens

Pine Barrens

Grassland Group
Bracken Grassland
Dry Prairie

Dry-mesic Prairie
Mesic Prairie

Sand Prairie
Surrogate Grasslands
Wet Prairie
Wet-mesic Prairie

Miscellaneous Communities
Algific Talus Slope

Alkaline Clay Bluff

Alvar

Bedrock Glade

Dry ClIiff

Forested Ridge and Swale
Great Lakes Alkaline Rockshore
Great Lakes Beach

Great Lakes Dune

Inland Beach

Moist Cliff

Northern Forest Group
Boreal Forest

Northern Dry Forest
Northern Dry-mesic Forest
Northern Hardwood Swamp
Northern Mesic Forest
Northern Wet Forest
Northern Wet-mesic Forest

Page 3- 387

Oak Savanna Group
Cedar Glade

Oak Opening

Oak Woodland

Southern Forest Group
Central Sands Pine — Oak Forest
Floodplain Forest

Hemlock Relict

Pine Relict

Southern Dry Forest

Southern Dry-mesic Forest
Southern Hardwood Swamp
Southern Mesic Forest
Southern Tamarack Swamp
White Pine — Red Maple Swamp

Wetland Group

Alder Thicket

Bog Relict

Boreal Rich Fen

Calcareous Fen (southern)
Coastal Plain Marsh
Emergent Aquatic

Emergent Aquatic — Wild Rice
Ephemeral Pond

Great Lakes Coastal Fen
Interdunal Wetland

Northern Sedge Meadow
Open Bog

Shrub Carr

Southern Sedge Meadow
Submergent Aquatic
Submergent Aquatic — Oligotrophic Marsh
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Table 3-42. Number of vertebrate Species of Greatest Conservation Need associated with each
natural community group.

Number of Associated Vertebrate Species

Natural Community Group of Greatest Conservation Need

Wetland 78
Aquatic 60
Southern Forest 54
Grassland 53
Oak Savanna 48
Barrens 43
Miscellaneous 39
Northern Forest 38

Table3-43. Number of vertebrate Species of Greatest Conservation Need significantly or
moder ately associated with each natural community (including surrogate prairie grasslands).

Number of Vertebrate

Natural Community Species of Greatest WRarlty ",
. isconsin

Conservation Need
Warmwater Rivers 40 NA*
Dry-Mesic Prairie 39 Imperiled
Emergent Aquatic 39 Apparently Secure
Floodplain Forest 35 Uncommon
Dry Prairie 31 Uncommon
Inland Lakes 29 NA
Oak Barrens 28 Imperiled
Pine Barrens 28 Imperiled
Southern Dry-Mesic Forest 27 Uncommon
Shrub-carr 27 Apparently Secure
Submergent Aquatic 27 Apparently Secure
Surrogate Prairie Grasslands 26 NA
Northern Sedge Meadow 26 Uncommon
Open Bog 26 Apparently Secure
Mesic Prairie 25 Critically Imperiled
Oak Opening 25 Critically Imperiled
Sand Prairie 24 Imperiled
Southern Mesic Forest 24 Uncommon
Southern Tamarack Swamp 24 Uncommon
Southern Sedge Meadow 24 Uncommon
Impoundments/Reservoirs 23 NA
Warmwater Streams 23 NA
Wet Prairie 23 Uncertain
Wet-Mesic Prairie 23 Imperiled
Northern Mesic Forest 23 Apparently Secure
Alder Thicket 21 Apparently Secure
Northern Wet Forest 19 Apparently Secure
Boreal Forest 18 Imperiled
Northern Dry-Mesic Forest 17 Uncommon
Oak Woodland 17 Critically Imperiled
Southern Dry Forest 17 Uncommon
Northern Hardwood Swamp 16 Uncommon
Ephemeral Ponds 16 NA
Coldwater Streams 15 NA
Coolwater Streams 15 NA
Northern Dry Forest 15 Uncommon
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Table 3-43 Continued

Number of Vertebrate

Natural Community Species of Greatest WRanty n
: isconsin

Conservation Need
Southern Hardwood Swamp 14 Imperiled
Northern Wet-Mesic Forest 13 Uncommon
Bracken Grassland 12 Imperiled
Cedar Glade 12 Apparently Secure
Forested Ridge and Swale 11 Imperiled
Central Sands Pine-Oak Forest 11 Uncommon
White Pine-Red Maple Swamp 11 Imperiled
Bog Relict 11 Uncommon
Pine Relict 10 Imperiled
Calcareous Fen (Southern) 10 Uncommon
Emergent Aquatic-Wild Rice 9 Uncommon
Great Lakes Coastal Fen 9 NA
Lake Michigan 8 NA
Lake Superior 8 NA
Bedrock Glade 8 Uncommon
Hemlock Relict 7 Imperiled
Boreal Rich Fen 7 Imperiled
Submergent Aquatic Oligotrophic Marsh 7 Uncommon
Dry ClIiff 6 Apparently Secure
Coastal Plain Marsh 6 Critically Imperiled
Great Lakes Beach 5 Imperiled
Great Lakes Barrens 3 Critically Imperiled
Great Lakes Dune 2 Imperiled
Interdunal Wetland 2 Critically Imperiled
Algific Talus Slope 0 Critically Imperiled
Alkaline Clay Bluff 0 Imperiled
Alvar 0 Critically Imperiled
Great Lakes Alkaline Rockshore 0 Imperiled
Inland Beach 0 Uncommon
Moist Cliff 0 Apparently Secure

1. Rarity information isfrom the Wisconsin Natural Heritage Working List (Wisconsin DNR 2004c).
2. Rarity information is not available for this natural community.
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CAVEAT 2: Considering Species of Greatest Conservation Need with
no significant community associations

The Species of Greatest Conservation Need are, by definition, rare and/or declining. They may be well-known or
easily recognized, or they may be something that few people have ever seen.

There are also species that, even if they are easily observed, are not abundant or common anywhere, or that may
be found in a number of natural communities but do not favor any one particular community.

Eighteen vertebrate Species of Greatest Conservation Need (~12% of the total) were not considered as
significantly associated with any natural community (see Table). As a result, those species were not identified as
“ecological priorities” in our natural community analyses, because only species with significant natural community
associations were highlighted as priorities at the community level. Two of those species (i.e., American eel and
skipjack herring) also were not identified as moderately associated with any natural communities, which means
that they will not show up in any of the discussions or tables in the natural community chapter.

These eighteen species highlight the need to interpret the natural community information with caution. A species
that does not show up as a priority at the community level may still be an important management priority. For
example, the species may be exceedingly rare and, therefore, minimally associated with any given community.

On Fhe other h{iﬂd, & spgmes may' be a Species of Greatest Conservation Need not significantly associated with any natural
habitat generalist, meaning that it is community.
moderately associated with several habitats, -
AeTefiT il iated with none. Either American Eel Least Darter
but significan _y ass_oc o X American Golden Plover Longear Sunfish
way, the species still warrants consideration Bell's Vireo Paddlefish
and management action. Specific B:ack Buffa('jo o Pugd"?e Shiner
. A 2 Blue-winged Warbler Redside Dace
mformaugn regardlng threats an_d Buff-breasted Sandpiper River Redhorse
conservation actions for these eighteen Goldeye Shortjaw Cisco

species can be found in Section 3.1. Kiyi Skipjack Herring
Lake Chubsucker Western Sand Darter
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An Overview of Historic and Current Natural Community Abundance

The Wisconsin Natural Heritage Inventory documents occurrences of natural communities, but not all
community types have received equivalent inventory attention. For widespread and common types, the
focus has been on large, relatively undisturbed occurrences, or the older (and/or rarest) successional
stages of many forest communities. For rare types such as mesic prairie and agific talus slope, efforts
have been made to identify as many potentially viable examples as possible. Communities that have
seldom been conservation priorities, such as alder thicket or shrub-carr, have received less attention than
other types. For types that have only recently been discovered or described in Wisconsin (e.g., avar),
data on distribution and abundance may be incomplete, making it difficult to assesstheir status at this
time. Other types have yet to be documented across all of their potentia state range, have been
insufficiently studied, or may be so rare that management opportunities in Wisconsin are unclear at this
time.

To put the status of natural communitiesinto perspective, an analysis was conducted to show the relative
abundance of natural community types both historically and at present. Historical abundance was
determined by analyzing maps and vegetation data collected during the mid-1800's. Current abundance
was determined primarily from NHI data, but other sources were also referenced. Four categories of
relative abundance are presented in Table 3-44:

Common historically and still common today.
Common higtorically but uncommon, rare, or severely degraded today.
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Uncommon historically and still uncommon or rare today.

Geographically restricted, meaning that these natural communities are only found in very specidized

places or settings in the state (e.g., along the shores of the Great Lakes).

Table 3-44. Relative abundance of natural communities both historically and currently.

Common Historically-Still Common

Northern Forest

Northern Dry-Mesic Forest
Northern Mesic Forest
Northern Wet-Mesic Forest
Northern Wet Forest
Northern Hardwood Swamp

Southern Forest

Southern Dry Forest
Southern Dry-Mesic Forest
Southern Mesic Forest
Southern Hardwood Swamp
Floodplain Forest

Wetland

Alder Thicket

Emergent Aquatic
Ephemeral Pond
Northern Sedge Meadow
Open Bog

Shrub Carr

Southern Sedge Meadow
Submergent Aquatic

Common Historically-Now Uncommon or

Rare

Northern Forest
Northern Dry Forest

Oak Savanna
Oak Opening

Grassland

Dry Prairie
Dry-Mesic Prairie
Mesic Prairie

Barrens
Oak Barrens
Pine Barrens

Wetlands
Emergent Aquatic — wild rice
Wet-Mesic Prairie

Page 3- 391

Uncommon Historically-Still Uncommon or

Now Rare

Northern Forest
Boreal Forest

Southern Forest

Hemlock Relict

Pine Relict

Southern Tamarack Swamp
White Pine — Red Maple Swamp

Oak Savanna
Cedar Glade

Wetlands

Bog Relict

Boreal Rich Fen

Calcareous Fen (southern)

Submergent Aquatic — Oligotrophic Marsh

Grassland
Bracken Grassland
Sand Prairie

Geographically Restricted Types

Miscellaneous Types
Algific Talus Slope
Alkaline Clay Bluff

Alvar

Bedrock Glade

Dry ClIiff

Forested Ridge and Swale
Great Lakes Alkaline Rockshore
Great Lakes Beach

Great Lakes Dune

Moist Cliff

Barrens
Great Lakes Barrens

Wetlands

Coastal Plain Marsh

Interdunal Wetland

Great Lakes Coastal Fen (Shore Fen)
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Those natura communities that were once historically common but are now uncommon or rare are
communities that may warrant special attention because they often contain rare and declining species.
Examplesin this category include many prairie types, oak savanna, and oak openings; there are very few
of these occurrences left in the state. Other examplesin this category are the northern dry forest, which
till occurs in the sandy parts of the state but is declining, and emergent aquatic - wild rice which declined
from historical times but is now being restored in many places.

Natural communities that were uncommon historically and are still uncommon today may aso deserve
gpecial attention. Some community types in this category are only found under special environmental
conditions (e.g., calcareous fen, boreal rich fen, bracken grassland, sand prairie, and submergent aguatic -
oligotrophic marsh). These should be given specia attention because they often contain rare species and
their long-term existence requires that specialized conditions be sustained. Other community typesin this
category are at the edge or outside their normal range (e.g., pine and hemlock rdlicts, boreal forests, bog
relicts, southern tamarack swamp). Some may contain rare species or assemblages of species not
normally found where these communities are located. Some of these community types contain potentially
important variants, associations, and subtypes that should aso be considered. If acommunity typeison
the edge of its range in Wisconsin and the community type and the species assemblages within it are
common elsawhere, judgement should be exercised on how important the community typeis for
management attention in Wisconsin.

Geographically restricted natural communities may warrant management attention and protection since
they are only found in very specialized, localized conditions at a few localities, and because they often
contain many rare and declining species. Examplesin this category are specialized communities found
along the Gresat Lakes shoreline or only on exposed bedrock (e.g., Great Lakes beach, dune, and coastal
fen; dry and moist cliffs; and bedrock glade).

Even community types that were common historically and remain relatively common today may have
been greatly reduced in size or frequency of occurrence across part or all of their state range. Most have
been dtered in some aspect of composition, structure, or function. Some communities have been greatly
modified, resulting in a smplified or otherwise atered composition or structure, limiting the ecological
functions that are necessary for sustainability. Although these community types on the whole may till be
abundant, they may be lacking key ecological components (e.g. lacking certain successiona stages, lack
regeneration and are replaced by other community types, lack historic structure and composition).
Invasive plants have atered many natural communities, ssmplifying species composition and structure.
Others have been severely fragmented, leaving small community patches incapable of maintaining
ecologica and landscape functions. Before assessing natural communities still common today, a more
detailed inventory and analysis is needed. The presence or absence of seral stages and regeneration,
simplification of species composition or structure, fragmentation of patches, threats from invasive plants,
and successional status should al be considered.

Communities that were not present historically but are common now can be important to some Species of
Greatest Conservation Need. Most of these surrogate communities are human-caused or are structures
built by humans. For example, surrogate grasslands (e.g., pastures, hayfields, other grasslands of non-
native species) have a similar structure to native grasdands and are important to many grassand birds.
Agricultural fields can be a benefit to some species by providing nesting habitat, food, and cover.
Bridges, chimneys, mines, and dredge spoil islands provide habitat for a number of species. The
conversion of surrogate habitats may have an effect on some species (e.g., conversion of surrogate
grassands to row crops will have an impact on grassand birds; new housing being built without
chimneys because of high efficiency furnaces could impact chimney swifts). Surrogate natural
communities warrant attention and may reguire conservation action.
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Simply preserving what is left will not likely meet the needs of most natural community types and
Species of Greatest Conservation Need. Many natural community types will require restoration to
reestablish species composition or vegetation structure. This could include restoring a missing,
diminished, or atered ecologica process or influence, such asfire or water flow. Sometimes surrogate
communities can be used to meet the habitat requirements for some Species of Greatest Conservation
Need. Managers aso need to consider landscape effects such as fragmentation of patches, reduction in
patch size, change in the pattern of community types, and connectivity. Representation of all successional
stages associated with a given community type is an important consideration to ensure that those elements
of diversity most in need of attention are maintained within a regiona landscape.

Opportunities for Sustaining Natura Communities

Opportunities for sustaining natural communities are described as major or important and are
incorporated into the vertebrate Species of Greatest Conservation Need and natural community analyses.
A major opportunity exists when acommunity typeis represented by many significant occurrences within
an Ecological Landscape, or the Ecological Landscape is appropriate for mgjor restoration activities. An
important opportunity means that acommunity type is not extensive or common in an Ecological
Landscape but has a minimum of one to severa significant intact occurrences that should be considered
for protection and/or management. Or, it means that the natural community type is restricted to just one
or afew Ecologica Landscapes within the state and should be considered for management there because
of limited geographic distribution and alack of better opportunities elsewhere.

The intent of the opportunity anaysisisto provide a statewide perspective on the best places to manage
Wisconsin's natural communities and thus vertebrate Species of Greatest Conservation Need that are
declining because of habitat loss. Primary data sources for this analysis include the Wisconsin NHI
statewide database on natural communities, and selected state and regional summaries prepared by
WDNR and other agencies and organizations. The WDNR Land Legacy report was referenced for places
where natural community types occurred. Other data sources used include: Forest Inventory and Analysis
(FIA) data; Identification of Landscape Management Opportunities and Needs in Wisconsin (Henderson
1995); The Nature Conservancy’s Ecoregional Planning initiative; pre-EuroAmerican settlement
vegetation data; the Chequamegon-Nicolet Nationa Forest Landscape Anaysis and Design (LAD)
process; and the Northwest Sands Landscape Level Management Plan (Wisconsin DNR 2000c).

Additional information on ecological reference sites by Ecological Landscape that are representative of
the mgjor and important opportunity communities in each landscape can be found in Appendix C.

Management Considerations

Management of Species of Greatest Conservation Need and the natural communities that support them
should be approached from an ecological community perspective and alandscape or regiona scale.
Managing for one species a atime is not cost-effective and often results in conflicting management
efforts. Managing for communities in which a Species of Greatest Conservation Need resides will benefit
many other species. If we pay attention to these other species needs within a community type, in addition
to the needs of SGCN, we ensure that our management is cost-effective and benefits as many species as
possible. Thismay also alow usto combine funding sources targeted for other species or habitats (e.g.,
duck stamp, pheasant stamp, etc.) to benefit Species of Greatest Conservation Need and a host of other
Species.

Planning for management of species at aregional or landscape scale can assist in ensuring that all

community types and al sera stages within community types are adequately represented and can aso
help avoid conflicting management objectives. To sustain metapopulations of a Species of Greatest
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Conservation Need, habitat must be distributed across aregion. Attention needs to focus on ensuring
habitat of sufficient quantity and quality, in large enough blocks, and connected to other blocks of habitat
to sustain a metapopulation. Managing individual sites for Species of Greatest Conservation Need
without considering other habitat patches in the region will not provide sustainability for the
metapopulation. By planning regionaly, it should become apparent that we need to have al community
typesand al their seral stages represented on the landscape. Then the question will become where should
these community types and seral stages be located on the landscape and how much of each do we need,
rather than pitting one community or seral stage against the other on every site. Socio-economic needs
can aso be incorporated within this regiona planning context.

CAVEAT 3: Understanding what conservation actions are and are not

Conservation actions are broad approaches or interventions that will be employed to overcome a problem or
take advantage of an opportunity so as to bring about a desired outcome. Actions are intentionally broad,
directional, and nonspecific to provide flexibility for finding the specific actions that all interests can live with. The
conservation actions presented in this plan were designed to address the threats and issues that pose
challenges to the conservation of Wisconsin’s Species of Greatest Conservation Need and their habitats. As
such, they are not meant to be an exhaustive list of actions that would benefit Species of Greatest Conservation
Need and their habitats. It is recognized that other threats and issues and, therefore, additional conservation
actions likely exist. Further, these actions only consider ecological factors and not sociological, economic,
legislative, or other issues that will affect whether a particular conservation action is taken. Implementation of
particular actions will be specified, scheduled, staffed, and funded in operational plans of the Department and its
partner conservation organizations. Some actions may never be taken, but those identified would help secure
our state’s populations of Species of Greatest Conservation Need.
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Since many community types occur along an environmental gradient, a complex of community types
should be managed together when possible (e.g., a gradient or complex including submergent aquatic,
southern sedge meadow, shrub-carr, southern tamarack, and upland forests). Or, when species with
similar structure and landscape needs are a concern, communities with similar structure should be
managed together to create large blocks of habitat (e.g., northern sedge meadow and pine-oak barrens for
grassland species).

An important management need is a landscape-scale analysis of what community types and sera stages
within community types exist across the state today. This would need to be followed by an analysis of
what community types and sera stages (e.g., how much, how large, how connected, what juxtaposition)
are needed to sustain Species of Greatest Conservation Need across the state. With this ecological
information, we could begin the very difficult socio-economic process of trying to provide the needed
habitat for Species of Greatest Conservation Need and other species across the state.

Page 3- 394



